THE  AMERICAN  UNION 


OR 


War  Unionism  Considered 


AMERICAN  CITIZEN 


NO.  II 


REPUBLICAN  PRINT 

CAZENOVIA,    N.    Y. 

1909 


THE  AMERICAN  UNION 


OR 


War  Unionism  Considered 


BY    AN 

AMERICAN  CITIZEN 

NO.   II 


REPUBLICAN  PRINT 

CAZENOVIA,    N.    Y. 
I909 


PREFACE 


The  former  essay  on  this  subject  contained  very  important 
suggestions  pertaining  to  it,  but  the  writer  has  concluded  that  a 
production  presenting  the  case  more  fully  might  be  more  con- 
vincing. 

It  may  be  urged  that  the  war  settled  the  question  of  Union ; 
that  our  people  so  understand  it,  and  that  further  consideration 
of  it  is  unnecessary.  But  it  is  to  be  remembered  that  it  often 
takes  a  long  time  to  work  out  the  problems  of  a  nation ;  that 
causes  and  influences  may  remain  inert  until  conditions  favor 
their  action;  also,  that  our  Union  is  composed  of  human  beings 
governed  very  much  by  their  supposed  or  apparent  interests, 
and  that  their  opinions  often  change  under  changing  condi- 
tions. The  Fathers  held  to  union  with  the  mother  country  till 
almost  the  last  moment  before  hostilities  commenced. 

Finally,  war  is  a  most  cruel  procedure,  inflicting  untold 
suffering  and  sorrow,  and  entailing  vast  expense  upon  those 
affected  by  it.  Those,  then,  that  justify  the  war,  either  for  or 
against  the  Union,  ought  not  to  be  offended  at  plain  criticisms 
of  the  course  or  principles  of  those  who  sustained  the  war  on 
either  side. 
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EFFORTS  FOR  UNION. 

The  first  phase  of  this  subject  to  be  considered  is  the 
various  efforts  that  have  been  made  in  this  country,  or  adjacent 
to  it,  to  establish  or  sustain  Union. 

And  the  first  instance  to  be  noticed  is  the  efforts  of  the 
colonists  in  aid  of  Great  Britain  to  wrest  Canada  from  France, 
in  hopes  of  making  a  certain  degree  of  union  with  that  country 
under  the  mother  country.  "They  had  made  large  contribu- 
tions in  men  and  money,"  but  in  thirteen  years  after  the  close 
of  the  war  they  sacrificed  their  sacrifices,  and  lost  union  with 
Canada  and  Great  Britain  altogether.  We  may  yet  suffer  a 
like  experience. 

The  next  effort  at  union  to  be  noticed  is  that  of  the  estab- 
lishment of  this  Union  under  the  constitution.  And  it  is  to  be 
noticed  here  that  this  Union  was  established  by  the  mutual 
consent  of  all  its  parts.  No  state  was  compelled  to  join  it. 
And  here  it  may  be  said  that  if  that  is  the  way  to  establish  a 
union,  it  is  the  way  to  sustain  a  union.  It  is  the  true  way  to 
treat  sovereigns.  To  get  a  people  into  this  Union,  and  then 
override  them  as  subjects,  is  not  in  accordance  with  the  true 
spirit  of  union  between  sovereigns.  The  laws  of  union  do  not 
change  after  sovereigns  unite. 

The  next  effort  at  sustaining  Union  to  be  noticed  is  that 
of  Henry  Clay,  in  his  dealings  with  Nullification.  That  was 
really  a  disunion  movement.  President  Jackson  was  really  a 
despotic  character,  and  it  is  a  question  whether  his  despotic 
methods  would  not  have  tended  more  to  the  final  disruption  of 
the  Union  than  to  the  quiet  settlement  of  the  same. 

Nullification  was  directed  against  the  existing  tariff,  and 
Henry  Clay  sustained  measures  for  its  gradual  modification,  to 
satisfy  its  opponents.  Thus  the  true  principles  of  union  were 
carried  out,  and  the  Union  quieted.  But  if  sectional  conten- 
tion existed  in  those  days,  when  the  Union  was  so  small,  how 
much  more  may  it  exist  now  that  it  is  so  enlarged  ? 

THE   WAR   FOR  UNION. 

We  now  come  to  the  consideration  of  the  war  for  Union. 
This  war  was  incited  by  Disunion,  by  the  actual  secession  of 
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eleven  states  from  the  Union;  besides  the  Disunion  leaders 
began  acts  of  hostility  themselves. 

Disunion  was  the  result  of  an  agitation,  both  moral  and 
political,  hostile  to  slavery.  However  just  and  philanthropic 
this  agitation,  it  was  opposed  to  Union.  We  do  not  sustain 
Union  by  opposing  the  sovereigns  of  other  sections  of  the 
Union.  And  had  the  Disunion  measures  remained  established, 
the  reproach  of  Disunion  would  have  rested  on  the  Anti- 
Slavery  supporters. 

They  did  not  wish  this  reproach;  besides,  being  in  power, 
they  wished  to  control  the  Union.  The  Disunionists  having 
commenced  hostilities,  they  had  a  grand  chance.  They  could 
now  claim  to  be  Unionists,  and  show  no  spirit  of  conciliation, 
though  conciliation  is  the  true  means  of  sustaining  Union. 
They  could  go  on  and  execrate  the  Disunionists  without  meas- 
ure, outrage  them  with  war,  subject  them  as  would  a  despot, 
and  so  violate  and  outrage  all  principles  of  real  union. 

The  Disunionists,  whatever  their  merits  or  demerits,  their 
righteousness  or  unrighteousness,  were  at  least  consistent, — 
they  were  Disunionists.  Now  these  pretended  Unionists  intro- 
duced a  new  principle  of  sustaining  union,  and  as  it  is  in  viola- 
tion of  the  laws  of  union,  it  must  inevitably  fail.  It  has  not 
failed  yet,  because  it  has  not  been  brought  to  the  test,  that  is, 
another  division  of  the  Union.  No  matter  what  the  exigency, 
the  excuse  or  the  object,  the  laws  of  union  will  not  change  to 
suit  the  desires  of  its  pretended  supporters.  So  no  matter  how 
great  the  appearances  of  union,  they  will  not  save  the  Union 
when  the  test  comes. 

These  people,  then,  who  proposed  to  subject  the  Disunionists 
by  war  claimed  to  have  a  principle,  a  plan,  an  object,  and  they 
were  to  sustain  the  Union.  Their  great  leader,  President  Lin- 
coln, in  his  famous  letter  to  Horace  Greeley  said :  "My  para- 
mount object  is  to  save  the  Union,  and  not  either  to  save  or  to 
destroy  slavery."  The  writer,  then,  in  this  treatise,  or  essay, 
will  confine  himself  to  the  discussion  of  the  question  of  Union, 
with  only  such  incidental  suggestions  as  may  seem  pertinent 
in  the  discussion. 

These  people  having  decided  to  sustain  the  Union  by  war, 
may  properly  be  called  War-Unionists,  and  the  system  or  plan 
of  sustaining  the  Union  by  war  may  be  called  War-Unionism. 

Excuses  for  the  war. 
War,  however,  is  an  awful  tragedy,  and  to  excuse  the  carry- 
ing out  of  such  a  procedure  its  supporters  had  to  frame  some 
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excuses  to  justify  it,  and  lead  other  conscientious  persons  to 
join  them  in  it. 

The  common  and  probably  universal  excuse  was:  "If  one 
state  be  allowed  to  secede,  another  will,  and  then  another,  state 
will  secede  from  state,  county  from  county,  and  town  from 
town," — and  so  it  was  urged  that  union  and  government  may 
come  to  ruin.  Now  there  may  be  some  degree  of  truth  in  this 
pretense.  It  may  be  true  in  the  future  that  our  people  from 
natural  causes,  and  under  the  pernicious  influences  of  War- 
Unionism,  may  break  into  sections, — still  sustaining  govern- 
ment and  union  in  sections. 

Our  people  have  sustained  government,  knowing  that  they 
need  it ;  they  have  elected  officers  to  sustain  government,  fore- 
knowing that  they  would  create  taxes  to  sustain  government, 
and  they  know  that  they  must  have  union,  to  sustain  govern- 
ment, and  union  to  have  a  nation  to  stand  among  the  nations 
of  the  earth.  It  is  not  wise  to  claim  that  we  would  be  fools, 
if  we  only  had  a  chance,  even  to  get  an  excuse  to  carry  on  a 
war  for  Union. 

But  the  inference  was  as  senseless  as  the  argument.  If  a 
state  secedes  it  must  be  the  sovereigns  that  secede.  And  if  this 
Union  is  to  be  held  together,  it  must  be  the  sovereigns  that  do 
the  holding.  Now  sovereigns  that  cannot  be  depended  on  to 
stay  in  the  Union,  cannot  be  depended  on  to  hold  the  Union 
together.  The  War-Unionists'  Union  rests  upon  an  egregious 
fallacy.     To  fail  it  only  needs  to  be  brought  to  the  test. 

The  next  excuse  to  be  noticed  is  that  coined  by  the  great 
leader  of  the  War- Unionists  in  his  famous  Gettysburg  speech. 
He  had  made  a  short  speech,  and  it  has  been  thought  that  he 
made  a  great  speech,  and  he  evidently  thbught  to  give  it  a  big 
ending,  (though  it  frittered  out  to  nothing  or  worse  than 
nothing,)  when  he  highly  resolved,  *  *  *  "that  govern- 
ment of  the  people,  by  the  people,  and  for  the  people,  shall  not 
perish  from  the  earth."  That  is,  self-government  shall  not 
perish  from  the  earth.  What  danger  there  was  to  self-govern- 
ment one  could  hardly  conceive.  Supposing  the  good  old 
patriarch  hadn't  brought  his  recreant  children  back  to  his  tent, 
wouldn't  the  War-Unionists  and  other  free  peoples  have  kept 
right  on  and  elected  officers,  and  sustained  government  as 
usual?  And  if  we  wouldn't  do  it,  who  would  be  to  blame  but 
ourselves  ?  Nobody  tried  to  hinder  us.  What  the  Disunionists 
wanted  was  a  chance  to  govern  themselves,  not  us.  Even  old 
Mother  England  gave  up  trying  to  take  away  self-government 
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from  us,  over  a  hundred  years  ago,  and  hasn't  tried  it  since. 
It  wasn't  very  sagacious  in  us  to  claim  that  if  we  couldn't 
govern  those  hated  Disunionists,  we  would  go  off  mad  like  a 
spoiled  child,  and  throw  up  self-government  altogether. 

But  the  inference  was  just  as  senseless  as  the 'argument, 
and  just  as  senseless  as  the  inference  to  the  other  excuse. 

Now  these  Disunionists,  whatever  their  merits  or  demerits, 
or  however  righteous  or  wicked  they  may  have  been,  or  how- 
ever much  they  may  have  been  hated,  attempted  to  establish 
a  bona  fide  scheme  of  self-government: — that  is,  they  wanted 
to  govern  themselves,  and  not  to  be  governed  by  outsiders. 
That  was  not  throwing  off  government,  it  was  genuine  self- 
government. 

But  our  hero,  in  his  zeal  for  self-government,  thought  that 
to  perpetuate  self-government  upon  the  earth,  he  must  destroy 
this  scheme  of  self-government,  and  take  away  the  privilege 
of  governing  themselves  from  this  people.  One  can  hardly 
understand  this  logic.  Perhaps  if  he  had  had  the  power, 
opportunity  and  disposition,  he  might  have  taken  away  the 
privilege  of  governing  themselves  from  all  peoples.  That 
would  seem  to  be  carrying  out  his  plan.  But  when  he  retired, 
men  would  have  established  and  sustained  self-government  as 
usual. 

These  excuses  were  not  only  false  and  absurd  in  pretense, 
but  they  were  slanderous  to  the  American  people,  and  they 
ought  to  resent  such  slanderous  charges,  and  they  ought  to 
consign  such  absurdities  to  oblivion. 

The  War-Unionists,  however,  being  the  stronger  party, 
conquered  the  Disunionists.  They  did  it  in  pretense  of  Union. 
Now  to  suppose  that  through  such  an  astounding  process  as 
that,  men  could  make  true  union  between  sovereigns  and 
equals,  is  contrary  to  all  the  dictates  of  sense  and  reason. 
Even  if  they  appear  so  for  a  time,  it  will  end  in  confusion  and 
defeat. 

The  War-Unionists  conquered  the  Disunionists  to  bring 
them  into  a  condition  of  subjection;  they  originated  and  car- 
ried out  the  scheme  of  reconstruction  to  keep  them  there. 
The  only  union  with  Disunionists  practicable  and  tolerable  to 
the  War-Unionists  was  with  them  in  subjection,  and  in  sub- 
jection they  have  remained  to  this  day.  A  Disunionist  in  the 
Union  is  a  subject  of  the  Union. 

Now  if  war  had  been  a  true  union  measure,  the  War- 
Unionists  would  have  received  the  returning  Disunionists  and 
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welcomed  them  to  favor.  When  the  Disunionists,  however, 
had  given  np  the  contest  in  the  war,  and  in  their  folly  sup- 
posing that  the  war  was  waged  for  union,  sent  delegates  to 
Congress  at  Washington,  their  delegates  were  received  with 
hatred  and  anger.*  The  War-Unionists  did  not  want  true 
Union.  They  had  pretended  to  Union,  and  they  had  made 
great  sacrifices  for  it,  and  now  they  could  have  it  if  they 
wanted  it.  Never  did  proud  victors  face  a  more  unwelcome 
condition.  But  these  reckless  adventurers  never  could  see 
any  inconsistency  because  they  had  never  wanted  true  Union. 
They  wanted  a  forced  Union,  foreign  to  our  system,  which 
both  parties  would  hate.  They  complained  of  the  Disunionists, 
as  unfitted  for  union  and  sovereignty,  and  in  this  they  showed 
their  stupidity, — only,  as  it  justified  them  in  their  plan  of 
making  a  union  of  subjection,  and  -not  true  Union..  It  only 
showed  the  unfitness  of  war  for  true  Union.  One  might  have 
known  from  the  first  that  Disunionists  would  have  been  unac- 
ceptable as  sovereigns.  War  in  any  case,  would  unfit  Dis- 
unionists for  acceptance  as  sovereigns.  Had  war  been  a  true 
Union  measure,  their  complaints  would  have  been  ridiculous 
and  absurd ;  as  they  were  the  ones  they  went  after ;  and  they 
ought  to  have  been  the  last  ones  to  complain  of  them,  and  to 
complain  would  only  show  their  folly  in  going  after  them. 
It  is  to  be  remembered,  however,  that  having  gone  after  them 
we  have  had  to  take  what  we  got; — no  matter  how  much  we 
have  growled  about  it,  and  no  matter  how  destructive  they 
may  be  to  Union ! 

In  order  to  avoid  real  Union,  and  yet  to  keep  up  the  form 
of  Union,  the  War-Unionists  went  after  the  Freedmen,  just 
out  of  slavery,  a  people  that  had  not  known  when,  where  or 
what  to  do  only  as  they  were  told,  and  thought  to  make  them 
sovereigns  in  this  Union !  Perhaps  never  had  proud  victors 
been  brought  to  so  abject  a  shift.  When  we  get  off  the  track, 
even  in  making  Union,  we  do  not  know  where  we  will  land. 
The  result  was  as  might  be  expected.  The  governments  of 
the  states  affected  became  grossly  corrupt,  and  the  proper 
sovereigns  of  the  states  endured  the  outrage,  till  they  got  pos- 
session of  the  governments,  restored  order,  and  obtained  rep- 
resentation in  Congress.  Thus  the  War-Unionists,  in  violating 
the  laws  of  Union,  ventured  upon  violating  the  laws  of  self- 
government.  Whether  they  will  have  better  results  in  violating 
the  laws  of  Union  remains  to  be  seen. 


See  Blaine's  Twenty  Years  of  Congress,  Vol.  II,  page  113.. 
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The  conquest  of  the  Disunion  states  has  resulted  in  an 
unbalanced  Union;  a  condition  of  things  from  which  it  prob- 
ably can  never  recover;  while  the  Union  itself  will  be  liable  to 
disruption  whenever  it  is  brought  to  the  test  by  a  division  of 
the  sections.  Such  an  awful  outrage  on  the  Union  will  surely 
bring  its  retribution,  and  the  work  of  the  guilty  actors  will  be 
brought  to  naught.  Conquerors  fight  for  mastery,  and  a  sec- 
tion subjected  we  may  expect  to  be  disaffected  toward  the 
Union. 

THE  MEMORIALS  OF  THE  WAR. 

As  a  sequence  of  the  war,  each  party  to  it,  or  members  of 
each  party  or  adherents  to  it,  erected,  sustained  or  observed 
memorials  of  the  war,  to  perpetuate  the  memory  of  the  war, 
and  the  sacrifices  each  party  had  made,  and  the  victories  it  had 
achieved.  It  is  to  be  noticed  here  that  these  memorials  repre- 
sent the  heartfelt  sympathies  and  sentiments  of  the  people 
sustaining  or  observing  them;  that  the  common  people  sustain 
them ;  that  as  the  war  was  divisive  in  character,  so  these 
memorials  are  intended  to  perpetuate  the  division,  and  are 
fairly,  squarely,  irreconcilably  and  fundamentally  opposed  to 
those  of  the  other  party.  And  notwithstanding  the  professions 
of  union,  they  represent  the  principles  their  supporters  would 
come  to,  when  brought  to  the  test,  if  their  interests  did  not 
forbid.  And  if  any  of  the  partisans  go  over  to  the  enemy, 
all  the  memorialists  need  to  do  is  to  apply  the  whip  of  patriot- 
ism, and  the  recreant  may  be  expected  to  return  to  his  own 
company  or  be  considered  an  apostate.  The  truth  of  this  may 
yet  be  seen.  It  is  to  be  remembered  that  the  memorials  repre- 
sent the  principles,  interests,  as  well  as  sacrifices  of  those  sup- 
porting them,  so  that  they  cannot  well  forsake  them,  lest  they 
forsake  the  memory  of  their  dead  and  the  principles  they  sus- 
tained. As  for  the  War-Unionists,  it  is  to  be  remembered  that 
they  did  not  fight  for  true  Union,  but  for  the  union  of  sub- 
jection. If  they  had  wanted  true  Union,  they  would  have 
sought  it  in  some  other  way,  so  that  under  some  circumstances 
they  may  object  to  Union  according  to  their  own  principles. 
If  the  Disunionists  should  unite  with  some  section,  and  both 
control  some  other  section,  the  section  controlled  could  say 
our  people  did  not  fight  for  subjection,  but  for  mastery ;  if  we 
had  wanted  subjection,  we  could  have  had  it  without  taking  so 
much  pains. 

Now  these  two  parties,  divided  on  the  very  question  of 
Union  itself,  and  maintaining  memorials  of  division,  and  liable 
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to  mutual  reproaches,  cannot  expect  always  to  maintain  these 
memorials  and  maintain  Union.  If  we  accept  the  memorials 
we  acknowledge  the  folly  of  Union,  for  they  condemn  it.  If 
we  unite,  we  accept  the  condemnation  of  the  memorials,  for 
they  show  the  folly  of  it.  If  we  want  Union  what  do  we  want 
of  the  memorials,  and  if  we  want  the  memorials  what  do  we 
want  of  Union,  and  how  can  we  expect  to  have  Union?  We 
may  yet  be  taunted  with  the  inconsistency  of  Union,  and  we 
may  see  it  ourselves. 

The  War-Unionist's  Union  is  the  greatest  anomaly  of 
modern  times.  Each  party  to  it  condemns  the  other  party  as 
unfit  for  Union,  and  acknowledges  its  own  unfitness  for  Union. 
It  condemns  the  other  party  by  complaining  of  the  outrages  it 
has  committed,  and  it  acknowledges  its  own  unfitness  by  boast- 
ing of  the  outrages  it  has  committed.  We  do  not  fit  ourselves 
for  a  union  between  equals  by  outrage,  but  by  kindness,  by 
something  the  other  party  is  willing  to  accept.  And  so  long 
as  each  party  justifies  its  course  in  the  war,  it  acknowledges 
its  own  unfitness.  Indeed  any  pretended  Union  between  the 
parties  savors  of  hypocrisy,  and  can  hardly  be  supposed  to  be 
genuine. 

Now  what  are  the  memorials  of  the  war,  now  sustained  and 
observed  ? 

The  first  one  to  be  noticed  and  sometimes  exhibited  is  that 
of  a  monument  on  the  War-Union  side,  devoted  to  the  memory 
of  some  soldier  or  soldiers  who  died  in  the  war,  and  what  is 
significant,  this  monument  is  flanked  with  cannon  pointing  out- 
ward. Some  seem  to  think  that  this  is  a  Union  monument ! 
This  is,  it  is  true,  a  true  emblem  of  War-Unionism.  Patriots 
can  see  by  this  what  they  will  get  if  the  heroes  of  the  system 
try  to  make  Union  with  them,  and  what  the  Union  will  get  if 
they  try  to  make  Union  all  round.  One  may  have  no  sym- 
pathy with  Disunion  leaders,  but  he  may  have  regard  for  the 
true  principles  of  union  between  equals. 

Again,  in  most  or  all  of  the  states  of  the  Union,  days  are  set 
apart  to  commemorate  the  war,  and  the  sacrifices,  and  the 
dead,  and  the  victories  of  each  party.  But  if  we  had  a  war 
who  fought?  If  there  were  dead  who  killed  them?  If  there 
were  sacrifices  who  caused  them?  If  there  were  victories  who 
opposed  them  ?  Did  anyone  ever  listen  to  an  address  delivered 
in  observance  of  one  of  those  days,  and  go  away  with  any  love 
for  Union  with  the  opposing  party?  These  memorials  are 
adapted,  and  perhaps  we  may  say  intended,  to  promote  division ; 
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for  no  sensible  people  would  indulge  in  such  observances  to 
promote  union  with  a  people.  If  they  wanted  union,  they 
would  take  some  other  course.  The  war  established  division, 
and  the  memorials,  notwithstanding  the  outside  professions 
and  appearances,  will  promote  Disunion  to  the  bitter  end. 
And  not  only  does  each  party  have  its  memorial  days,  it  also 
has  its  memorial  societies,  both  male  and  female,  devoted  to 
the  same  ends. 

What  would  we  think  of  a  family  that  should  have  a 
Shameful  quarrel,  and  after  it  was  over,  instead  of  keeping 
quiet  about  it,  each  party  at  its  time,  should  call  the  neighbors 
together  and  parade  its  complaints  against  the  other  party  and 
boast  of  its  exploits  over  them?  Would  not  the  neighbors 
say :  "Either  have  the  shame  to  keep  quiet  about  your  quarrel, 
or  else  have  the  decency  to  separate"?  If  we  will  persist  in 
telling  the  neighbors  of  the  folly  of  uniting,  we  may  see  the 
folly  ourselves ;  and  if  we  will  persist  in  making  our  quarrels 
public,  we  need  not  complain  of  publicity. 

In  some  of  the  Disunion  states  days  are  set  apart  to  com- 
memorate and  honor  the  two  leaders  in  the  Disunion  move- 
ment, General  Lee  and  Jefferson  Davis.  So  whatever  legiti- 
mately belongs  to  the  Disunion  movement  they  justify.  The 
War-Unionists,  very  reasonably  claiming  that  the  constitution 
gives  no  right  to  separate,  but  requires  the  president  to  "take 
care  that  the  laws  be  faithfully  executed,"  considered  the  Dis- 
unionists  rebels  and  traitors ;  but  the  Disunionists,  claiming 
under  the  organization  of  our  Union  a  pretended  right  to 
separate,  evidently  considered  themselves  simply  Disunionists. 
And  so  long  as  they  justify  the  Disunion  movement  by  justi- 
fying and  honoring  its  leaders,  we  may  still  consider  them 
Disunionists.  Those  that  justify  and  approve  of  the  War- 
Union  movement,  we  call  War-Unionists.  And  as  they  justify 
and  approve  of  Disunion,  they  are  not  amenable  to  the  laws 
of  Union,  however  much  some  may  cavil  about  it;  but  they 
are  properly  subjects  of  the  Union  in  which  they  are  held. 

THE  AMERICAN   UNION. 

The  next  subject  for  consideration  is  the  American  Union, 
its  nature,  conditions  and  tendencies.  This  Union  consists  of 
a  vast  number  of  sovereigns,  inhabitiing  a  vast  territory,  reach- 
ing from  the  Atlantic  to  the  Pacific  ocean,  and  from  Canada 
to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  It  may  be  said  to  include  also  the 
territory  on  which  they  reside.     These  sovereigns  being  free 
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may  be  expected  to  tend  in  whatever  practical  direction  their 
interests  prompt  them. 

As  their  territory  is  large,  and  the  climates,  productions  and 
their  interests  are  diverse,  we  may  fear  division. 

First  may  be  mentioned  the  natural  tendency  of  people 
inhabiting  so  large  a  territory.  The  tendency  of  peoples  of 
different  sections  is  for  each  to  centralize,  to  unite,  to  sym- 
pathize, and  to  separate  from  peoples  of  other  distant  sections. 
And  it  is  said  that  that  condition  of  things  already  begins  to 
exist. 

Next  may  be  mentioned  the  difference  of  interests  in  or 
between  the  different  sections,  and  the  qeustion  is,  can  those 
sections  be  harmonized  in  the  management  of  government? 
The  question  of  raising  revenue  has  made  division  once,  and 
now  that  the  newer  sections  have  been  or  are  becoming  more 
developed,  and  the  Union  is  much  larger,  we  may  expect  it  to 
be  more  difficult  to  harmonize,  because  there  will  be  more  to 
harmonize,  and  great  sections  that  may  be  struggling  against 
each  other.  There  have  been  sectional  divisions  that  have 
endangered  the  Union,  and  there  may  be  more.  And  if  the 
sections  are  to  be  harmonized,  who  will  do  it?  The  govern- 
ment, so  called,  is  only  the  agent  of  the  sovereigns,  and  the 
Congress  being  the  fountain  of  all  power,  and  being  composed 
of  representatives  of  the  different  sections,  each  member  rep- 
resenting the  interests  of  his  own  section,  will  be  the  field  of 
contention,  as  it  has  been  in  the  past.  It  is  to  be  remembered, 
too,  that  the  government  is  strong  or  weak,  just  in  proportion 
as  it  is  supported  or  opposed  by  the  sections. 

The  next  influence  to  be  considered  is  that  of  the  war. 
Although  the  war  prevented  practical  Disunion  temporarily, 
yet  it  evidently  established  Disunion,  the  beginning  of  the  dis- 
ruption of  our  Union,  while  the  memorials  perpetuate  the  divi- 
sion so  made. 

Besides,  the  influence  of  the  war  encourages  and  facilitates 
sectional  measures.  Before  the  war,  statesmen  feared  such 
measures  as  promoting  Disunion.  They  thought  Disunion  was 
a  thing  to  be  feared.  Even  the  great  Webster  wrecked  his 
reputation. among  his  fellow  citizens -by  his  devotion  to  Union, 
in  opposition  to  sectional  measures  and  sentiments. 

But  the  war  for  Union  was  of  itself  sectional.  It  justifies 
for  the  future,  sectional  measures  and  sentiments.  Sectional 
measures  and  sentiments  are  very  dangerous  to  the  Union. 
When  political  parties  are  national,  if  their  members  are  faith- 
ful to  the  government,  they  may  struggle  with  each  other,  and 
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the  one  overthrow  the  other,  and  no  great  harm  result,  for 
there  is  no  chance  for  Disunion.  But  when  the  parties  are 
sectional,  the  temptation  to  the  defeated  party  is  Disunion. 
How  quickly  came  Disunion  after  the  defeat  of  1860!  And 
when  more  than  one  section  is  dissatisfied,  Disunion  may  be 
stronger  than  Union. 

But  it  is  thought  that  the  war  established  the  government 
and  the  Union.  So  that  now  if  any  section  has  occasion  and 
it  can,  it  may  get  possession  of  the  government  and  hope  to 
rule  the  Union.  But  the  determined  resistance  of  the  Dis- 
unionists  to  sectional  rule  may  deter  future  demagogues  from 
sectional  aggrandizement,  but  it  cannot  be  expected  to  prevent 
sectional  differences  and  disputes.  And  as  it  is  thought  that 
the  war  established  the  Union,  so  sectional  measures,  differ- 
ences and  jealousies  may  arise  without  awakening  on  the  part 
of  many  any  fear  of  Disunion. 

But  the  idea  that  the  war  established  the  Union  is  a  piece 
of  most  manifest  folly.  It  did  not  abolish  selfishness.  It  did 
not  and  could  not  prevent  differences  of  interests  in  different 
sections,  nor  the  defense  of  those  interests  in  each  section,  nor 
the  opposition  to  those  interests  in  another  section,  nor  the 
changes  of  sentiment  which  may  prevail  among  the  sovereigns 
of  this  Union.  Lastly,  and  what  is  practically  most  important, 
the  supporters  of  the  war  never  established  a  superintending 
power  to  restrain  sectional  tendencies  and  strifes,  and  maintain 
Union.  So  that  in  reality  this  Union  is  without  any  reliable 
support.  And  so,  the  more  apparent  Union  we  have,  the  more 
danger  there  is  to  Union.  All  that  is  wanted  now  is  another 
division  in  the  Union,  which  can  very  easily  be  brought  about 
where  interests  differ.  Union  means  mastery,  and  who  of  the 
masters  are  willing  to  be  subjects? 

The  question  now  arises,  how  can  this  Union  be  supported 
or  maintained  ?  It  must  be  confessed  that  without  the  super- 
intending power,  human  nature  being  as  it  is,  the  maintaining 
of  this  Union  is  quite  a  difficult  problem.  In  its  natural, 
proper  condition,  this  Union  is  composed  of  sovereigns,  equals, 
who  have  united  to  support  a  government;  the  government 
being  the  agent  of  the  sovereigns.  It  is  a  voluntary  support. 
Union  and  Disunion  are  questions  of  sovereignty,  not  of  gov- 
ernment. If  the  sovereigns  should  choose  to  do  so,  they  could 
forsake  the  government  and  Union,  and  the  Union  would  fall 
to  pieces,  and  no  power  on  earth  would  hinder  it,  unless  some 
despotism  rise  up  in  the  midst  to  sustain  Union.  If  we  wish 
to  sustain  Union,  we  must  make  the  Union  and  government 
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acceptable- so  that  other  sovereigns  will  stand  by  and  sustain 
it.  Under  our  system  we  make  union  with  sovereigns.  Sub- 
jects pertain  to  a  despotism. 

But  the  Unionists  of  1861,  despising  such  uncertain  and 
humiliating  ways  of  sustaining  Union,  thought  to  hold  the 
Union  together.  "If  one  state  be  allowed  to  secede  another 
will,"  so  they  thought  to  hold  one  another  in  the  Union !  But 
if  sovereigns  are  to  be  held,  who  is  to  do  the  holding?  Such 
a  scheme  as  that  if  successful  will  surely  end  in  a  despotism. 
If  citizens  are  to  be  held,  a  despot  is  needed  to  do  it. 

A  despotism  is  just  fitted  for  that  work.  A  despot  is  from 
the  nature  of  the  case  united,  so  that  his  government  will  not 
be  weakened  by  division.  Triumvirates  were  generally  short 
lived,  unsatisfactory.  The  War-Unionists'  Union  may  be,  too. 
Again,  the  despot  receives  Disunionists  as  subjects,  not  as 
sovereigns  to  oppose  him.  So  under  that  system,  a  despot 
could  not  only  hold  his  union  together,  but  he  could  go  on  and 
conquer  other  peoples,  and  gain  power  by  the  process. 

Laughably  enough,  though  tragically  sad,  the  Unionists  of 
1861  thought  to  take  the  despot's  plan.  Under  our  system  of 
Union  and  government,  the  plan  is  unreliable  and  fallacious 
at  both  ends  of  the  procedure,  both  in  the  sovereignty  and  the 
subjection.  As  for  the  sovereignty,  as  already  suggested,  it 
may  be  divided,  and  so  become  powerless. 

The  War-Unionists  made  a  bad  beginning,  and  it  is  to  be 
feared  will  have  a  bad  ending.  They  indulged  in  sectionalism, 
and  engaged  in  a  great  and  terrible  quarrel ;  and  as  they  still 
justify  their  course  in  that  procedure,  we  may  expect  that 
they  will  end  in  sectionalism,  and  in  a  quarrel  among  them- 
selves. Their  memorials  scattered  through  the  country,  as  we 
shall  see,  sadly  indicate  it.  People  that  help  make  division,  and 
join  in  a  quarrel,  are  not  the  ones  to  make  peace  and  unity.  If 
we  want  to  make  union  with  sovereigns,  we  must  make  the 
Union  and  the  government  acceptable  to  the  sovereigns, — just 
as  the  Fathers  did,  who  had  some  sense ;  and  not  enter  upon  a 
course  of  making  Union  by  force,  thinking  to  hold  sovereigns 
in  a  union  whether  the  union  and  government  are  acceptable  or 
not.  Such  a  course  will  break  up  any  union  between  sovereigns 
and  equals.  If  we  are  to  have  Union,  we  want  union.  If  we 
are  to  have  division,  how  can  we  expect  Union  ? 

Again,  under  our  system,  the  despot's  plan  of  conquest  will 
fail  in  subjection.  We  bring  in  the  Disunionist  as  a  sub- 
ject, a  subject  of  the  Union;  but  in  coming  in  he  is  endowed 
with  sovereignty,  a  condition  peculiar  to  our  system.     So  what 
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we  gain  we  lose.  What  we  gain  in  conquest,  we  lose  in  sov- 
ereignty. What  we  gain  in  Union,  we  lose  in  Disunion.  And 
we  lose  just  in  proportion  as  we  gain.  When  we  gain  a  small 
minority,  we  may  not  see  the  loss,  till  some  exigency  appears 
in  which  we  may  see  it.  We  lose,  because  the  two  conditions 
are  opposed  the  one  to  the  other.  Wre  take  away  sovereignty 
by  conquest;  and  under  our  system  we  give  sovereignty  to  be 
used  as  opportunity  offers,  by  Union. 

Suppose,  then,  the  Union  to  be  divided  into  three  sections, 
one  section  holding  the  government,  and  that  it  should  conquer 
the  other  two  sections  consecutively;  it  would  simply  conquer 
its  own  subjection.  And  if  through  the  power  and  prestige 
supposed  to  be  gained  by  the  war,  the  government  should 
attempt  to  hold  other  disaffected  citizens  in  the  Union,  it  would 
probably  be  destructive  to  Union,  because  it  would  increase  the 
number  of  sovereigns  to  be  held.  If  we  think  to  hold  the 
Union  together,  the  sovereigns  held  may  join  some  other  sov- 
ereigns and  they  become  masters,  and  we  may  find  that  we  are 
the  ones  to  be  held. 

As  the  War-Unionists  adopted  the  despotic  plan,  they  must 
continue  it,  to  hold  their  Union  together.  In  other  words  they 
must  remain  united,  as  does  the  despot,  so  as  to  hold  the  Dis- 
unionists  in  subjection.  The  despot's  union  is  safe,  only  as  he 
is  master.  The  great  feat  of  the  War-Unionists  will  be  to 
keep  themselves  united.  The  Disunionists,  seeing  that  their 
masters  have  kept  a  united  front,  have  accepted  their  fate  in 
the  Union,  and  sought  what  favor  they  might  obtain  through 
conciliation. 

Again,  the  conquerer  is  not  supposed. to  be  fitted  for  sub- 
jection. In  a  despotism,  the  ruler  is  not  to  be  a  subject.  But 
as  already  suggested,  under  our  system,  some  section  of  the 
conquerors  may  through  political  changes  become  subjects, 
the  Disunionists  being  with  the  masters.  Such  a  state  of  things 
will  bring  confusion  into  the  Union,  as  it  is  not  the  natural 
order  of  things.  The  section  subjected  will  conclude  that  what 
we  gain  in  conquest,  we  lose  in  sovereignty;  and  some  other 
section  will  conclude  that  what  we  gain  in  Union,  we  lose  in 
Disunion.  The  Disunionists  will  see  that  what  they  lost 
through  conquest,  they  are  beginning  to  gain  through  sov- 
ereignty. The  Unionist  will  begin  to  see  that  what  he  thought 
established  through  unity,  is  crumbling  through  division. 
War-Unionism,  then,  as  far  as  it  proceeds,  is  destructive  to 
Union,  because  it  brings  in  elements  fitted  to  destroy  Union, 
when  they  have  occasion  and  opportunity  to  do  it. 
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UNION    BETWEEN    SOVEREIGNS   AND   EQUALS. 

Now  let  us  consider  union  between  sovereigns  and  equals. 
Such  a  union  is  sustained  under  other  principles  than  those  of 
a  despotism.  So  we  cannot  sustain  our  Union  on  despotic 
principles.  The  despot  conquers  and  holds  by  force,  a  thing 
as  we  have  seen,  we  cannot  be  expected  to  do.  Those  that 
must  be  held,  cannot  be  depended  on  to  hold.  Those  who 
must  be  put  in  subjection,  cannot  be  trusted  as  masters. 

The  varied  mistakes  and  blunders  of  the  War-Unionists, 
especially  that  stupendous  mistake  of  fighting  to  establish 
Union  between  sovereigns  and  equals,  (which  is  the  nature  of 
our  Union,)  arises  from  the  fatal  mistake  of  trying  to  sustain 
our  Union  under  the  principles  of  a  despotism.  Some  of  the 
features  of  their  mistake  have  already  been  considered,  but 
the  subject  is  worthy  of  further  consideration. 

In  making  and  sustaining  union  between  sovereigns  and 
equals,  we  should  seek  friends,  that  is  such  sovereigns  as  we 
might  hope  would  have  some  respect  for  our  interests.  Union 
is  desirable  when  the  sovereigns  are  desirable !  We  should 
avoid  union  with  enemies,  and  certainly,  we  should  avoid  mak- 
ing enemies  by  a  war,  in  trying  to  make  Union,  because  in  so 
doing,  we  imperil  our  own  interests,  and  the  interests  of  the 
Union.  If  we  are  mad  enough  to  go  after  enemies,  we  may 
expect  enemies  and  deserve  them.  That  is  to  say,  we  may 
expect  to  have  sovereigns  that  will  oppose  our  interests. 
People  that  conquer,  conquer  for  their  own  interests ;  not  for 
the  interests  of  the  conquered.  And  if  we  will  have  enemies 
in  the  Union,  we  will  have  a  Union  filled  with  enemies,  and 
of  course  a  disruption  of  the  Union.  Do  we  want  enemies  to 
rule  us  ?  One  set  of  enemies  will  make  another  set  of  enemies, 
and  so  on  to  the  bitter  end. 

Again,  if  we  propose  to  sustain  such  Union,  we  should 
avoid  opposing  those  that  we  wish  to  make  union  with.  Any 
sensible  person  knows  that  opposition  is  destructive  of  union. 
And  if  we  begin  sustaining  Union  with  opposition,  we  may 
expect  opposition  when  conditions  are  favorable,  till  it  does  its 
natural  work  in  the  destruction  of  the  Union. 

As  a  result  of  the  war,  and  as  proclaimed  on  or  by  our 
Union  memorial  monuments,  we  find  the  idea  prevalent  that 
conciliation,  the  true  mode  of  sustaining  Union,  is  a  failure; 
that  opposition  and  subjection  (or  forcible  means)  are  neces- 
sary.    The  very  sentiment  of  Union  is  destructive  of  Union. 

The  test  of  a  Union  measure  is  division ;  and  we  shall  find 
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that  war  and  Union  are  contradictory  in  terms,  character  and 
results.  The  War- Unionists  and  Disunionists  have  opposed 
one  another,  in  war,  reconstruction,  memorials  and  political 
action.  All  we  want  is  another  division,  and  we  shall  see  the 
pernicious  effect  of  opposition.  One  of  the  most  astonishing 
ventures  of  modern  times  is  that  of  trying  to  establish  such  a 
Union  as  this  by  opposition !  People  that  think  to  get  love  in 
return  for  hatred,  praise  in  return  for  execration,  and  gratitude 
in  return  for  outrage,  are  liable  to  fail. 

The  question  may  yet  be  asked,  of  what  use  is  it  to  waste 
thousands  of  lives,  and  millions  of  money,  in  pretense  of  sav- 
ing Union,  just  to  destroy  it?     Such  child's  play  is  too  costly. 

If  we  propose  to  sustain  Union,  we  should  not  force  Union. 
It  only  makes  enmity  and  opposition,  and  when  it  is  carried, 
far  enough,  the  enemies  will  be  numerous  enough  to  destroy 
the  Union.  To  force  Union  is  not  merely  to  hold  a  lot  of 
disaffected  Disunionists  in  the  Union ;  but  it  is  preparing  for, 
the  disruption  of  this  Union  by  encouraging  opposition  in  it, 
when  the  occasions  for  opposition  may  arise.  Differences  of 
interests  may  arise  between  different  sections  of  this  Union, 
but  who  will  harmonize  the  sections,  or  hold  them  together? 
Fetters  do  not  make  true  Union.  We  do  not  cling  to  friends 
because  we  are  forced  to  it,  but  because  we  are  attracted  to 
them.  People  forced  into  a  Union  are  liable  to  leave  it  at  first 
opportunity.  A  forced  Union  requires  a  despot  to  hold  it 
together ;  though,  as  we  have  already  seen,  a  section  may  for 
a  time  play  the  part  of  a  despot. 

If  we  propose  to  make  or  sustain  Union,  we  should  treat 
sovereigns  as  we  would  like  to  be  treated  ourselves,  by  making 
Union  acceptable  to  them,  and  thus  fulfil  the  Golden  Rule. 
This  plan  is  not  only  religiously  but  politically  right ;  for  we 
have  to  deal  with  sovereigns  ourselves. 

And  when  one  could  see  the  professed  followers  of  the 
meek  and  lowly  Jesus  casting  aside  or  trampling  under  foot 
this  precept,  and  going  on  hating,  execrating  and  outraging  a 
people,  in  pretense  of  Union!!  one  could  not  help  being  filled 
with  sadness  and  astonishment.  But  we  may  rest  assured  the 
retribution  will  come.  When  people  abhor  and  outrage  Union 
in  pretense  of  saving  it,  it  will  in  time  come  to  its  natural  end. 
The  work  they  have  commenced  will  be  .completed.  We  do 
not  hate  and  outrage  a  people  to  make  Union  with  them. 
Could  they  make  union  with  us  in  that  way?  Do  we  destroy 
Union  to  make  it?     Carry  out  the  plan  through  the  Union, 
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and  what  would  be  the  result?  Instead  of  allowing  the  sec- 
tions to  secede,  it  would  drive  thern  into  secession. 

The  Fathers  were  wise.  If  they  wanted  Union,  they 
sought  friends,  not  enemies.  They  made  Union  by  concilia- 
tion, not  by  opposition.  They  had  read  the  Scriptural  warning, 
that  "a  house  divided  against  itself  cannot  stand."  They  did 
not  force  Union.  They  knew  better  than  to  try  to  make  Union 
by  conquest.  Had  they  tried  it  what  would  have  been  the  end 
of  their  Union ! 

But  to  what  have  we  now  come?  To  the  Unionists  of 
modern  times ! ! 

If  we  want  Union,  we  should  make  it  in  the  right  way. 
If  we  cannot,  we  should  not  pretend  to  be  Unionists.  One 
excuse  of  the  War-Unionists  was,  that  the  war  was  waged  as  a 
philanthropic  measure,  to  destroy  a  gigantic  evil.  But  if  we 
can  conquer  a  section  with  such  an  end  in  view,  some  great 
section  may  subject  a  section,  through  the  power  of  the  gov- 
ernment, and  entirely  from  selfish  motives,  and  thus  continue 
the  work  of  destroying  the  Union. 

Another  excuse  or  pretense  of  the  War-Unionists  was,  that 
the  war  was  waged  to  sustain  the  government.  A  government 
is  sustained  by  electing  officers,  paying  our  taxes,  and  per- 
forming our  various  duties  under  it.  The  scheme  of  the  War- 
Unionists  was  to  use  the  government,  to  sustain  it  in  their  pet 
project  of  conquering  the  Disunionists,  and  bringing  them  into 
the  Union.  When  we  begin  to  sustain  government  by  com- 
pelling sovereigns  to  sustain  it,  we  are  on  the  road  to  failure. 
The  government  as  a  government  of  the  whole  Union  will  in 
due  time  fail.  All  we  need  to  do  is  to  continue  the  process  to 
show  its  baleful  results.  When  the  sun  must  be  compelled  to 
shine,  and  the  sovereign  to  rule,  we  expect  failure. 

If  it  is  true  that  the  attempt  to  make  the  government  accept- 
able to  the_sovereigns  of  our  Union  must  end  in  failure,  so  it  is 
also  true  that  the  attempt  to  make  sovereigns  acceptable  to  the 
government  will  fail,  and  end  in  confusion  and  overthrow.  In 
other  words,  if  conciliation  fails,  so  War-Unionism  must  fail. 
Its  whole  strength  lies  in  unity.  One  process  is  just  as  difficult 
as  the  other.  To  make  subjects  acceptable  to  government,  if 
the  despot  has  the  power,  is  quite  reasonable.  But  War- 
Unionism  is  a  piece  of  madness  and  folly ;  and  the  more  it  is 
carried  out,  that  is,  the  more  our  sovereigns  are  turned  into 
subjects,  and  our  Unionists  become  Disunionists  to  be  held  in 
the  Union,  the  more  the  madness  and  folly  of  it  will  appear. 
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THE   WAR-UNIONISTS. 

We  are  now  prepared  to  consider  the  two  parties  to  the 
contest,  the  War-Unionists  and  the  Disunionists.  First,  the 
WTar-Unionists.  The  War-Unionist  is  a  product  of  a  cruel 
exigency,  brought  on  by  the  reckless  and  unscrupulous  leaders 
of  Disunion.  His  peculiar  performances  will  provoke  the 
smile  of  political  philosophers,  when  the  principles  of  Union, 
liberty  and  self-government  are  better  understood.  He  pre- 
tended to  be  a  Unionist ;  and  the  more  he  pretended  to  be  a 
Unionist,  the  more  he  warred  upon  Disunionists,  and  hated 
and  execrated  them;  and  the  more  he  did  these  things,  the 
more  he  pretended  to  be  a  Unionist.  One  wonders  how  hating, 
execrating  and  outraging  makes  Union !  He  thought  to  be 
a  patriot ;  so  when  Union  was  offered  him,  he  could  not  accept 
Union  with  such  enemies  of  the  country  as  the  Disunionists. 
One  wonders  how  a  patriot  could  think  to  bring  such  enemies 
into  our  Union. 

He  now  wants  to  have  it  go  that  fighting  makes  Union ;  but 
the  Disunionists  still  justify  warring  against  his  government, 
and  his  Union.  So,  if  he  is  a  true  patriot,  he  cannot  be  a  true 
Unionist ;  and  if  he  is  a  true  Unionist  he  cannot  be  a  true 
patriot.  Disunionism  wanted  to  leave  the  Union,  but  he 
brought  it  back,  probably  to  the  destruction  of  the  Union. 
With  all  the  great  things  he  has  done,  he  has  not  overturned 
the  laws  of  Union.  Union  is  made  by  kindness.  But  the 
farce  cannot  last  always. 

We  know  people,  however,  by  their  memorials.  What 
significant  memorials  of  the  War-Unionists  do  we  see  around 
us?  If  we  see  a  statue,  it  is  a  statue  of  an  armed  soldier, — 
not  that  of  a  citizen  extending  a  welcoming  hand! .  .Probably 
there  is  not  one  of  that  character  in  the  whole  realm  of  War- 
Unionism.  We  see  also  bristling  cannon,  and  heaps  of  cannon 
balls.  All  this  array  of  objects,  indicating  opposition  and 
subjection  in  our  Union  of  sovereigns.  Did  any  of  these  short- 
sighted heroes  of  Union  ever  think  that  the  opposition  indicated 
may  be  directed  against  themselves?  Will  they  submit,  or 
oppose  ? 

But  let  us  consider  the  effect  of  such  influences  in  this 
Union,  i  1st,  the  patriot,  living  in  some  section  of  the  Union, 
wishing  for  some  favor  to  his  section,  but  finding  other  sec- 
tions opposed  to  him; — he  can  see  nothing  but  opposition  and 
subjection.  2nd,  the  Disunionist, — brought  into  this  Union  as 
a  subject.     He  can  see  nothing  but  subjection.     He  can  re- 
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member  that  slaves  were  sometimes  received  into  favor,  hav- 
ing many  privileges,  but — still  a  slave! 

If  the  Disunionists  should  join  some  section,  and  try  to  rule 
some  other  section,  the  section  they  might  join  would  be  en- 
couraged in  opposition,  but  it  would  be  under  reproach.  The 
section  they  would  rule  might  be  expected  to  say,  "We  con- 
quered the  Disunionists  to  make  subjects  of  them,  not  to  have 
them  our  rulers.  Our  very  memorials  condemn  it.  Shall  we 
forget  our  dead?     Did  they  die  to  make  them  our  masters?" 

3rd,  the  Unionist, — realizing  that  divisions  may  arise  in 
this  Union,  remembering  that  conciliation,  the  only  hope  of 
such  a  Union,  has  been  condemned  as  a  failure,  and  seeing  the 
cherished  and  cultivated  spirit  of  the  pretended  Unionists ;  he 
can  see  nothing  indicated  but  contention  and  the  final  disrup- 
tion of  the  Union. 

When  he  remembers  that  the  best  recommendation  of 
Unionism  that  the  War-Unionists  have,  is  that  they  outraged 
the  Disunionists  more  than  they  could  outrage  in  return,  so 
that  they  had  to  give  up ;  he  may  sink  down  in  sadness  and 
exclaim,  "What  hope  is  there  for  Union  in  such  characters  as 
these !  They  are  no  Unionists  !  Union  among  sovereigns  and 
equals  is  made  by  kindness  and  conciliation, — not  by  opposition 
and  subjection.  They  have  only  prepared  for  the  collapse  of 
our  Union.  Neither  have  they  done  anything  to  establish  the 
Union.  They  have  brought  in  a  lot  of  sovereigns  to  be  a 
weakness  to  it  when  the  test  comes.  Disunionists  are  of  no 
use  in  our  Union.  As  our  citizens  will  see ;  when  they  get 
numerous  enough  they  will  break  up  the  Union !" 

4th,  the  despot; — in  his  wisdom  of  experience,  contemplat- 
ing at  a  distance,  and  beholding  this  conquering  Unionist, 
gloating  over  his  victory,  and  boasting  of  the  great  things  he 
has  done,  and  trying  to  show  to  the  world  what  great  things 
he  can  do,  thinking  in  his  ignorance  that  the  people  can  play 
the  part  of  a  despot,  and  hold  the  Union  together;  the  despot 
can  smile  at  the  ventures  of  this  blunderer,  who  thought  to  do 
a  thing  without  a  suitable  tool  to  do  it  with,  that  is,  do  the 
work  of  a  despot  without  a  despot.  The  War-Unionist  cannot 
be  expected  to  hold  the  Union  together  under  the  free  system 
for  he  has  rejected  conciliation;  nor  under  the  despotic  system, 
for  he  has  no  despot;  thus  he  is  preparing  himself  to  be 
laughed  at  by  the  despots  of  the  earth. 

The  War-Unionists,  however,  having  got  the  mastery,  and 
practically  having  possession  of  the  government,  are  great 
patriots,  loyalists  and  Unionists;  but  should  some  section  of 
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them   become   subjects   of   the   Union,   we   may   expect   their 
patriotism,  loyalty  and  Unionism  to  begin  to  fail. 

THE  DISUNIONISTS. 

As  for  the  Disunionists,  they  were  brought  into  the  Union 
by  force,  by  opposition,  by  outrage  of  war,  by  conquest,  as 
enemies,  and  as  subjects;  yet  to  take  their  place  as  sovereigns 
in  this  Union.  Probably  a  more  dangerous  scheme  for  Union 
could  not  be  devised,  as  our  people  may  yet  see.  And  as  their 
sovereignty  was  stricken  down  by  the  conquest,  so  their  patriot- 
ism was  stricken  down,  and  we  have  no  right  to  expect  in  them 
a  display  of  patriotism  towards  the  government,  the  Union 
or  the  other  parts  of  the  country.  As  sovereigns,  they  can  look 
out  for  their  own  interests ;  they  can  be  conciliatory  towards 
the  government,  the  Union  and  the  sovereigns  of  the  other 
parts  of  the  Union,  and  to  business  men  to  promote  their  own 
interests  and  their  prosperity.  On  the  other  hand,  they  may 
join  some  section  politically  and  oppose  some  other  section,  and 
thus  promote  division  in  this  Union. 

The  status  of  the  Disunionists  in  the  Union  may  be  de- 
scribed as  follows,  however  much  or  little  they  may  manifest 
it :  Having  been  brought  into  this  Union  as  enemies,  they  may 
be  considered  a  menace  to  the  Union ;  which  we  may  expect 
them  to  be  when  circumstances  favor.  If  the  War-Unionists 
wanted  friends  to  the  Union,  they  should  have  brought  in 
friends.  As  it  is  we  must  take  the  consequences  of  their  reck- 
lessness. 

Again,  the  Unionists  (so  called)  of  1861  did  not  make 
Union  with  the  Disunionists.  Had  they  made  true  Union  with 
them,  we  might  have  had  true  Union.  Instead,  they  dragged 
them  into  the  Union,  without  any  pretense  of  Union,  or  hope 
of  true  Union.  Consequently  the  Disunion  section  is  simply 
an  adjunct  to  this  Union.  People  that  want  Union  should  seek 
true  Union.  People  that  think  that  a  good  ending  can  come 
from  such  wretched  beginnings,  show  but  little  sense  or  sagac- 
ity. The  ending  will  come  at  last.  The  laws  of  Union  will 
not  change  to  suit  these  adventurers. 

When  we  begin  to  hold  or  drag  sovereigns  into  our  Union 
to  save  Union,  and  as  a  consequence  make  Union  without 
union,  we  may  conclude  that  the  days  of  our  Union  are  begin- 
ning to  be  numbered.  Union  will  be  uncertain  and  delusive. 
Sovereigns  that  must  be  held  are  a  queer  support  to  Union.  A 
section  held  in  the  Union  is  a  weakness  to  Union. 

Again,  the  Disunionists  were  not  brought  into  this  Union 
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as  sovereigns,  as  the  Fathers  accepted  citizens,  but  they  were 
brought  by  conquest,  as  subjects.  Had  the  Unionists,  so  called, 
been  willing  that  they  should  exercise  their  authority  in  the 
Union,  the  conquest  would  not  have  been  needed.  That  they 
are  unfit  for  real  sovereignty  in  the  Union  is  shown  by  the  fact 
that  they  warred  against  the  government  and  the  Union,  gave 
up  not  for  any  regard  for  those  institutions,  but  because  they 
were  obliged  to,  and  they  justify  their  course  to  this  day  by 
their  memorials.  If  we  take  the  despot's  plan,  we  need  the 
despot's  system,  and  probably  we  shall  need  the  despot,  if  the 
Union  is  to  be  mtaintained — notwithstanding  all  the  pretty 
plans  of  the  War-LJnionists !  The  Disunionists,  then,  as  sub- 
jects, cannot  be  expected  to  care  for  the  government,  the  Union 
or  the  country  at  large ;  but  as  sovereigns  they  can  mind  their 
own  business,  and  care  for  their  own  interests.  Conquerors 
are  expected  to  take  care  of  their  own  interests,  and  if  they 
can't  do  it  without  bringing  enemies  to  help,  they  show  a  great 
lack  of  capacity  for  business. 

We  know  a  people  by  their  memorials.  They  may  make 
professions ;  some  may  have  generous  impulses ;  and  some  may 
be  enthusiastic;  a  people  may  yield  for  the  time  to  necessity, 
or  seek  to  promote  their  own  interests,  but  the  memorials  tell 
us  the  real  sentiments  of  a  people.  The  Disunionists  have  their 
heroes,  their  memories,  their  memorials,  all  that  go  to  make  a 
distinct  people;  while  the  other  sections  of  the  Union  have 
their  memorials  in  opposition  to  the  Disunionists.  The  Dis- 
unionists, then,  at  heart  are  a  nationality  by  themselves,  though 
in  this  Union,  made  so  by  the  war. 

If  this  Union  were  really  united,  there  would  be  no  use  for 
the  memorials;  but  they  show  that  there  is  a  division  still.  If 
they  mean  anything,  they  mean  division.  "A  house  divided 
against  itself  cannot  stand." 

Again,  the  Disunionists  are  practically  foreigners  in  this 
Union.  They  have  days  set  apart  to  honor  heroes  that  warred 
against  this  government  and  this  Union.  Despots  would  not 
allow  such  observances  among  their  subjects.  We  can  have 
them  among  our  sovereigns.  Are  these  observances  foreign 
or  national?  Let  patriots  and  Unionists  decide.  Those  that 
sustain  them  are  not  the  ones  to  take  care  of  the  government 
or  the  Union.  It  has  been  urged  that  since  the  Disunionists 
were  compelled  to  stay  in  the  Union,  they  would  join  in  the 
effort  to  compel  others  to  stay  in  the  Union.  For  the  Dis- 
unionists to  maintain  the  authority  of  government  over  other 
sovereigns  of  the  Union  or  maintain  Union  would  be  absurd. 
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The  sovereigns  subjected  would  say,  "If  government  is  to  be 
used  to  subject  us  or  keep  us  in  the  Union,  we  want  sovereigns 
that  are  loyal  to  the  government  and  the  Union.  If  their 
heroes  could  war  against  the  government  and  the  Union,  and 
be  justified  in  it,  why  can't  our  heroes  war  against  the  govern- 
ment and  the  Union  and  be  justified  in  it?"  Perhaps  we  shall 
find  that  bringing  enemies  into  the  Union  to  be  sovereigns  in 
it  is  destructive  to  Union.  No  one  knows  in  how  many  forms 
the  mischief  may  work. 

If  War-Unionism  brings  Disunion  into  our  Union,  or  holds 
it  therein,  how  long  will  the  Union  last  ?  Disunion  may  become 
stronger  than  Union.  The  great  lesson  for  our  citizens,  the 
sovereigns  of  this  Union,  to  learn,  is  to  avoid  sentiments  and 
measures  that  tend  to  division  in  the  Union. 

THE    WAR    AND    THE    UNION. 

The  war  for  Union,  as  already  intimated,  was  not  adapted 
to  perpetuate  this  Union.  If  we  wish  to  sustain  Union,  we 
must  conciliate  and  not  oppose  sovereigns  we  want  union 
with.  It  was  because  of  opposition  that  this  Union  was 
divided.  Again,  if  we  want  Union,  we  do  not  want  so  large 
a  Union  but  that  the  sovereigns  can  conciliate  and  unite.  The 
bigger  Union  we  have,  the  more  sovereigns  and  sections  we 
have  to  oppose  one  another,  in  case  of  division.  And  if  we 
attempt  to  sustain  Union,  the  more  sovereigns  we  may  have 
to  conciliate,  the  more  sections  to  unite,  the  more  opposition 
and  Disunion  to  quiet  and  restrain,  and  the  bigger  Union  we 
have  to  hold  together.  And  so,  we  may  be  like  the  farmer, 
overstocked  with  land,  more  than  he  could  manage  and  pay 
for ;  and  consequently  he  lost  the  whole. 

In  1861  the  Unionists  found  that  we  had  sovereigns  that 
they  could  not  conciliate,  and  consequently  we  had  a  larger 
Union  than  they  could  manage.  It  may  be  an  offensive  sug- 
gestion, but  if  we  had  lost  that  undesirable  section,  (so  it  seems 
to  have  been  considered),  would  be  Unionists,  that  is,  those 
that  want  true  Union,  might  have  learned  the  lessons  of  true 
Union,  and  have  been  better  prepared  to  sustain  it.  When  we 
violate  nature's  laws  we  sometimes  endure  misfortune,  which 
may  lead  us  into  a  better  course. 

But  the  new  fledged  Unionists  of  that  day  cared  little  for 
wholesome  lessons  of  Union.  They  would  have  the  whole; 
and  we  may  be  like  the  overstocked  farmer.  He  would  have 
the  whole,  and  so  lost  the  whole.  They  would  learn  and 
teach  the  lessons  of  War-Unionism,  and  their  followers  have 
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accepted  the  lessons  to  this  day,  as  we  have  seen  by  their 
memorials ;  and  we  may  expect  those  lessons  to  bear  the 
natural  fruit  of  division  and  Disunion.  They  would  go  on 
in  opposition  and  subjection,  and  the  memorials  will  perpetuate 
the  memory  of  their  course,  notwithstanding  all  the  pretenses 
of  Union.  A  few  simple  minded  Unionists  may  not  carry 
a  whole  people  with  them.  They  wanted  to  bring  the  Dis- 
unionists  into  subjection,  they  being  masters, — and  to  call  that 
Union!  It  may  be  the  union  of  master  and  subject,  but  not 
our  kind  of  Union. 

And  they  deluded  many  a  simple  minded  Unionist  into 
their  schemes ;  while  the  Copperheads,  who  would  have 
united,  were  consigned  to  oblivion.  Our  Union  is  a  union  of 
sovereigns ;  but  they  thought  to  make  Union  by  trampling 
down  sovereignty!  when  from  the  nature  of  the  case,  there 
would  be  no  sovereign  to  unite  with.  It  is  true,  under  our 
system,  Disunionists  in  the  Union  are  nominal  sovereigns,  but 
the  Unionists  of  that  day  would  accept  them  only  as  subjects, 
as  already  suggested.  Real  true  union  of  the  sovereignty, 
they  would  not  have.  That  is  why  they  had  to  trample  down 
sovereignty.  Our  Union  is  a  union  of  equals,  and  from  the 
nature  of  the  case,  they  should  be  friends  who  have  united 
to  sustain  government.  Instead  of  trying  to  make  friends  of 
the  Disunionists  and  treating  them  as  equals,  they  warred 
upon  them,  and  subjected  them,  thus  making  true  Union 
ridiculous  and  hopeless.  If  I  want  union  with  a  friend  I  do 
not  abuse  him,  so  as  to  make  him  a  fool  in  uniting  with  me. 
If  Disunionists  were  not  friends,  why  did  they  want  Union? 
— Only  they  didn't!  Such  blunderers  are  unfit  to  manage  a 
Union.  Such  blunders,  if  repeated,  will  destroy  the  Union, 
or  lead  to  a  despotism.  A  despotism  is  established  by  tram- 
pling down  sovereignty.  And  if  this  Union  is  to  be  maintained 
by  turning  sovereigns  into  subjects,  a  despot  is  necessary. 
Subjects  that  must  be  held  cannot  be  trusted  as  sovereigns  to 
hold. 

These  so-called  Unionists  cannot  win  the  respect  of  true 
Unionists,  nor  of  Disunionists.  They  can  neither  respect  their 
capacity  nor  their  disposition  to  sustain  Union.  From  the 
nature  of  the  case,  war  does  not  and  can  not  make  true  Union 
under  our  system;  it  can  only  make  subjection.  Union  is  a 
matter  of  uncertainty.  Those  heroes  who  moved  heaven  and 
earth  to  make  Union,  and  didn't  make  it  after  all,  made  a  fine 
display  of  uncertainty.     They  may  try  to  make  Union  now; 
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that  is,  patch  up  and  tinker  up  their  botch  work,  and  provoke 
the  smile  of  true  and  sensible  Unionists.  Foreigners  may 
make  alliances  and  do  business  with  others — foreigners  still! 

Did  triumvirate  sovereigns  ever  make  union  with  each 
other  by  opposing  and  subduing  one  another !  How  did  they 
end?  What  difference  does  it  make  whether  there  be  three 
individual  rulers,  or  three  million  rulers?  No  matter  what  the 
number  of  rulers,  the  laws  of  Union  will  prevail,  and  if  we 
violate  the  laws  of  Union,  we  may  expect  to  fail. 

Had  the  Disunionists  been  brought  into  this  Union  as 
friends  by  conciliation,  we  might  have  expected  friendship  and 
conciliation ; — as  it  is,  we  cannot  reasonably  ask  for  friendship 
or  conciliation. 

The  Government  and  the  Soldier. 

The  government  employed  the  soldier  to  conquer  the  Dis- 
unionists. Having  performed  his  duty  faithfully,  the  soldier 
is  deserving  of  a  liberal  reward.  Because  an  employer  engages 
in  unwise  or  unreliable  enterprises,  it  does  not  justify  him  in 
refusing  to  remunerate  his  employes. 

the  fourth  oe  juuy  and  the  30th  day  oe  may. 

These  two  days  represent  principles  directly  opposed  to  each 
other.  According  to  the  first,  ''Governments  derive  their  just 
powers  from  the  consent  of  the  governed;"  men  have  a  right 
to  liberty;  if  they  think  they  are  oppressed  they  have  a  right 
to  rebel;  rebellion  does  not  endanger  a  government;  we  got 
our  liberties  by  a  rebellion. 

On  the  30th  day  of  May,  we  hold  that  the  liberty  of  a 
people  depends  on  consent  of  government.  It  is  not  safe  for 
a  government  to  give  up  a  people  who  are  its  subjects;  it 
imperils  its  existence.  Rebellion  is  most  dangerous  to  govern- 
ment, and  must  be  put  down  at  whatever  cost. 

Such  inconsistencies  are  unbecoming  an  intelligent  people. 
We  need  some  rational,  consistent  principles  for  adoption,  as 
to  liberty  and  government,  and  as  to  Union  and  the  right  of 
revolution. 

LUCIAN. 
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